IDEALISTIC  THOUGHT   OF  INDIA
world are due to our intellect. And it would be difficult to extricate
ourselves from the circle.
It would be unfair and groundless to say that Professor Radha-
krishnan definitely held the view criticized. He is not definite
here. And we give the two alternative interpretations in order to
show the difficulties in one. The Absolute should not be regarded
as literally apart from the world. The world is not different from
the Absolute, just as a bangle is not different from the gold of
which it is made. Yet one is not the same as the other; there is a
negative relation between the two. For the gold is not affected,
even though the bangle is destroyed and made into some other
ornament. The difference between the Absolute and the world is
the difference of the perfect and the imperfect, the complete and
the incomplete. And ProfessorRadhakrishnan means this difference
and not separateness.
But now, what is the world with reference to the Absolute?
Sankara's answer, in brief, is that the Absolute is the real, but the
world, though experienced by us, is neither real nor unreal.
Sankara does not say'that the world is unreal; for, if it is real or
unreal, it cannot be identified with the Absolute, which is its
basis. And only because we identify the world with the Absolute,
that is, with Reality, do we treat the former as real in our ordinary
experience. The Absolute can be understood positively as the
unity of the subject and the object; in it the object is sublimated
and assimilated to the subject, when the world is transformed into
the full being of the Absolute. But this unity or full being of the
Absolute is eternal. As intuition, it is the basis of the intellect.
That is why the realization of the Brahman is sometimes said to
be recognition, not only by the Saiva Advaita or Pratyabhijna-
vada but also by many followers of Sankara. But then, how are
we to understand the relation between such an eternally perfect
Brahman and the world? If the Brahman is something which
results from perfecting the world, it can be understood only in
positive terms. But if it is eternally present even during the per-
fecting process and is not a result to be brought about, then it is
also an other to the Brahman. Yet it cannot be a different entity
from the Brahman. The existence or sattci of the world is the
existence or satta of the Brahman. The world does not have a
separate existence from that of the Brahman. When we experience
the world we do not experience the Brahman as such. That is, we
mistake the world for the truth which is the Brahman. If the
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